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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Title: The Art of Anphi bious Qperations: can Europe play the American
Wy ?

Author: Major Jack van Baarsel (RNLMC)

Thesis: Wthin the art of Expeditionary Anphi bi ous Operations, the
United States of America will continue to view handpi cked European
anphi bi ous forces nore as an asset than a liability, ensuring their
status as partner of choice al ongside the US Expeditionary Strike
Group in any future operation.

Discussion: The security environnment dermand that contenporary
operations are usually conducted in coalitions, generally led by the
United States of America (US). However, the rapid US mlitary

t echnol ogi cal innovations generate an asynmetric advantage conpared to
Europe (EU) and a concern that EU will be unable to maintain a mininum
| evel of interoperability with the US. Since this subject is w de-
rangi ng, this paper will solely focus on expeditionary anphi bi ous
operations. The study develops the thenme of interoperability by
exploring its conponents and inportance, and applies these, based on
the pillars of Doctrine-Or ganization-Training-Equi pment - Support
(DOTES), to the energing US Expeditionary Strike G oup and European
Anmphi bious Initiative (EAI) force structures and capabilities.

Conclusion: The US will continue to develop its expeditionary
anphi bi ous power projection capability rapidly. Notw thstanding this,
EU is evolving in terns of its thinking, structures and equi prent
capabilities that will continue to denonstrate its utility in the
anphi bi ous arena across the spectrum of operations. However, the
establ i shment of an integrated standardi zed EAl training program
conbined with a certification process to validate operationa

readi ness is highly recormended. 1In addition, success of the EAI
shoul d not rest on expensive US mirror equipnents. Instead, the EU
approach should represent a change in “m ndset” encouragi ng commanders
to think differently, to inprovise with current capabilities and to
remain flexible in order to apply the tenets of the maneuveri st
approach to the littoral environment. Fromthis perspective, this

paper concludes that handpi cked EAl forces will continue to ensure
that its capabilities are assessed as nore of an asset than a
liability. A maturing EAl guarantees that it will be able to operate

the “American Way”, as the partner of choice, alongside the ESG for
any future expeditionary anphibious operation.
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INTRODUCTION

The conplexities of the security environnment demand that
contenporary operations are usually conducted in coalitions,
generally led by the United States of America (US). Conbi ned
with this, the | ast decade has seen rapid US technol ogi cal
i nnovation in the devel opnent of weapons and capabilities,
generating an asymretri c advantage. Mich has been witten in
US defense journals and ot her publications about a Revol ution
in Mlitary Affairs (RVA) brought about by such technol ogica
advances. This has pronpted the US Arned Forces unilaterally
to review the way they conduct mlitary operations and enbark
upon a process leading to transformati onal change. This
devel oped growi ng concern anong US allies that they wll be
unable to afford the technol ogy to adapt in the sanme way,
rendering themunable to maintain a m ni num | evel of
interoperability wwth the US. This could have grave
consequences in that certain US allies may, in the future, be
unable to participate in certain types of nultinational
operation, ultimately making their forces obsol escent for
gl obal security m ssions.

Since this subject is wde-ranging, and given the current
nati onal strategies of Europe (EU) and the US to pursue
expedi tionary operations outside of NATO s traditional areas,

the scope of this paper will be to limt analysis to a single



area of defense capability, that of expeditionary anphi bi ous
operations. Not only is this a sector wthin US nati onal
def ense seeing rapid change, devel opnent of future concepts,
and significant investnment in new equipnents, it is also an
area which is receiving attention in the European Security and
Def ense Policy (ESDP)!, providing the study with contenporary
rel evance.

The study begins at the strategic |evel by review ng the
theme of interoperability, exploring its conponents and
i nportance, and applying these to enmerging US and EU
expedi ti onary anphi bi ous force structures and capabilities.
There is nmuch that could be covered in this, so this paper
refines its analysis by specifically considering the pillars of
DOTES: Doctrine, Organi zation, Training, Equipnent, and
Support. In the end this paper will conclude that the US wl |
continue to develop its expeditionary anphi bi ous power
projection capability rapidly. This wll ensure that the US
dictates future coalition partners and their roles when these
alliances are formed. Notwithstanding this, the EU is evolving
in ternms of its thinking, structures, and equi pnent which wll
continue to denonstrate its utility in the anphi bi ous arena

across the spectrum of operations.

L ESDP is the policy by which EU can rectify the balance between European and American contribution to global
security and stability issues, and generate a constructive contribution to NATO.



In short, this paper will show that, within the art of

Expedi ti onary Anphi bi ous Operations, the US will continue to

vi ew handpi cked EU anphi bi ous forces nore as an asset than a
liability, ensuring their status as partner of choice al ongside

the US Expeditionary Strike Goup in any future operation.



Chapter 1 - DOCTRINE

The manner in which a mlitary fights is defined by its
doctrine. Conceptual and doctrinal interoperability is
desirabl e at the operational and tactical |evels, defining
mlitary thinking, processes and procedures. Certainly the US
woul d prefer an optimal |evel of doctrinal consistency by
allies converging to its own standards.® What is key is
consi stency in the way forces operate and whether or not they
are conplenentary. During Operation ALLIED FORCE there was
di sparity between the doctrinal application of force
projection between the US and ot her NATO nations (excluding
the UK and Canada), resulting in sone forces being |left
without a clear mission.? Further, concepts and doctrine
drive technol ogi cal devel opnents. For this reason a doctrine
gap between the US and other NATO nations has led to a gap in
capability, as this paper will show in Chapter 4 - Equi pnent.
This, in turn, has limted the contribution of these other
nations to second order and |argely irrelevant tasks.

The US Joint Vision concept paper, first published in
1996 3, attenpted to tenplate the roles and effects of the US
mlitary in the current age: “Dom nant naneuver [sic],

preci si on engagenent, focused | ogistics and full dinmensional

! Gause K, Lea C., Whiteneck D, Thompson E, ‘US Navy Interoperability with its High-End Allies’, URL:
www.dodccrorg/20001CCRTS/cd/papers/Track3/ , 8.

? Gause, 10.

3 US Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint vision 2010 (Washington, DC: US Govt. printing Office, 1996).
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"4 Conmon nilitary wisdomalso tells us that

protection.
doctrine should not be dogma — and the late nineties al so saw
the enmergence of an excess of robust thought as the US Navy
devel oped and asserted her “raison d’etre” in the post-Cold
War era. A series of posture statenents were issued by the US
Departnent of the Navy, including “Fromthe Sea” (1992);
“Forward fromthe Sea” (1994); “Operational Maneuver fromthe
Sea” (1996) and culmnating in “Forward.fromthe Sea:

Anyti me..Anywhere” (1998). |In essence, these publications
espoused an approach to maritinme operations which |inked the
el enent of operational-1evel nmaneuver (previously nore
traditionally associated with |and warfare), to the inherent
mobi lity, firepower and conmuni cations offered by naval
warfare. The principles of current US navy doctrine place
enphasi s on operational -1 evel objectives, using exploitation
of the “maritinme flank” as a maneuver space. It pits strength
agai nst vul nerabilities, enphasizing the maxi nrum expl oitation
of intelligence assets. Rapidly deployable, expeditionary and
conpletely joint maritinme forces, will fight network-enabl ed
or Network-Centric warfare - by using secure, real-tine

i nformati on technol ogy systens - sharing a common battl e space

picture and with 24-hour total situational awareness. Longer

range precise nunitions and information gathering assets wll

* US Joint Chiefs of Staff (2000), Joint vision 2020 (Washington, DC: US Govt. Printing Office, 2000),
26-34.



be able to determ ne the course of events over considerable
di stances inland and conpl ete the vision.

In addition to this baseline, the two nost recent
devel opnents in US Maritine doctrine have been the 2001
publication of “Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare” (EMN by the
USMC, and “Sea Power 21" (2002) by the US Navy. Whilst both
simlar in outlook, EMNencapsul ates the existing core
conpet enci es of the USMC, as envisaged for the early part of
the 21° century. It places a great enphasis on the current
capabilities of the US and fits fully into the overarching
strategy put forward in Sea Power 21. It also highlights
future equi prent and capability enhancenents. These include
i ncreased strategic agility, operational reach and tacti cal
flexibility. Support and sustainnment is addressed by the
concept of “Sea Basing”, using enhanced pre-positioned
pl atfornms and enhanced Shi p- To- Obj ecti ve- Maneuver (STOM and
Over-The Horizon (OTH) lift capabilities.

O note is the renewal of a comm tnent to individual
skills and mlitary education, particularly anong | eaders at
all levels.® Preci se and devastating fires remain a key
conmponent, all backed up by enhanced intelligence networks
ai di ng Conmand, Control, Conrmunication, Conputers (C4) and

deci si on-maki ng. “Sea Power 21" presents an equally

®. Headquarters USMC (2001), Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare, (Department of the Navy: Washington
DC), 9.



convincing imge, with the triad of Sea Strike, Sea Shield
(Force Protection) and Sea Basing. It is underpinned by

conpl ete integration of information systens — connecting
weapons sensors, intelligence, surveillance and target

acqui sition (I STAR) systens, own and eneny di sposition
displays - all with the nmaneuverist notive of infiltrating
the eneny’ s decision cycle. In the relatively short period of
time since the end of the Cold war, the US Navy and Mari ne
Corps Teamis clearly making a concerted effort to inpose a

deci sive effect on the | and.

In the sane way, the UK produced her Maritine concept
with the publication in 1995 of “The Fundanentals of British
Maritime Doctrine”, and its 1999 successor “British Maritine
doctrine”. Students of the US approach would be famliar with
t he enphasis placed on the inportance of Joint operations and
Maneuver warfare: “At the operational and strategic |evel,
joint doctrinal concepts are likely to prevail...such as main
effort, center of gravity, tenpo, sinultaneity and the

cul mi nating point.”®

These publications were acconpani ed by
contributions from UK anphi bi ous forces in “the UK Approach to
Anmphi bi ous Operations” (1997) and the “Littoral Maneuver

concept paper” (2003). These formed, together with the new

® BR 1806 (1999), British Maritime Doctrine, Second Edition, (London: HMSO), 40.
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energed US doctrine, the basis for the rewiting of the old
NATO anphi bi ous doctrine and resulted in a new publication:
ATP8B. ATP8B reflects a significant reorganization of the
doctrine, including the splitting of the publication in two
vol unes. This publication will conbine the ATP s 8A, 36, 37 and
39. It is a two-volune set, volunme | covering anphi bi ous

pl anning and volume Il contains detailed information and
procedures. ATP8B al so synchroni ses ot her emergi ng NATO
doctrine, both service and joint. Portions of Volunme | are
reflected in AJP3-1-5. The AJP will be ained at the
operational |evel while ATP8B is focused on the tactical

| evel . The end result will be three books ainmed at different

audi ences.

The three books advocate a doctrine of indirect approach,
allowing snaller forces to offer nore than the sumof their
parts. This doctrine is particularly suited to smaller EU
navies, which are ill-placed to fight large scale wars, and is
al ready common currency within the majority of EU navies. The
ATP8B doctrine stresses the effect that a maritinme force may
have on the |and, nmaking nention of the effects of enhanced
preci sion munitions, sensors and Unnmanned Aerial Vehicles
(UAVS), whilst lauding its ability to be task-organi zed and

repackaged to suit a range of mlitary mssions. It is only



in the scope and scal e of these missions that the EU fal

short of their US cousins, and this will be discussed further
under capabilities. Thus far then, the US and EU
(particularly the UKNL) appear to be in accord, at |east at
the doctrinal level, and in their aspirations to achieve sw ft
dom nance, and provide tinely support in future expeditionary

anphi bi ous conflicts.

Figure 1: UK Littoral Manoeuvre Concept



Chapter 2 - ORGANIZATION

NATO has recently adopted the term “operational inter-
operability,” which recognizes that interoperability should not
be limted to the narrow technical dinension of sinply tying
systens and equi pnment together in order to exchange data but is
cl osely rel ated how forces are organized.! Unfortunately EU s
ability to inplenent its expeditionary anphi bi ous operations
with the Anerican concept of Operational - Maneuver - From The- Sea
(OWFTS) is problematic, as there are numerous unresol ved
techni cal issues.? These issues are out of the scope of this
paper; however, it is necessary to consider the devel opnent of
force structures.

The USMC used to define the force structure for depl oying
fromthe sea as sinply “a Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) as

part of a naval force.”?3

However, the | anding of a division-
plus sized force ashore represented a prohibitive requirenent
in shipping, airlift and sea-based | ogistic support.* In a
quantitative analysis, it was argued that to realize the
concept, “there nust be a shift to a nore lethal |anding force

”5

having smal | er | ogi stical denmands. Force structures were

! Gause K, Lea C., Whiteneck D, Thompson E, ‘US Navy Interoperability with its High-End Allies’, URL:
www.dodccrorg/20001CCRTS/cd/papers/Track3/, 2.

2 Such as the tilt rotor program, expeditionary fighting vehicle and development of OTH sea-based fires.

® Oliver L.J. (2000), OMFTS: Realizing a Concept (Marines Corps Gazette, 9/00), 46.

* It is estimated that ‘the number of aircraft both fixed and rotary wing to support a MEF conducting OMFTS is
six times greater than the current out loads.” Oliver, 46.

® Beddoes, M.W. (1997), Logistical Implications of OMFTS (Naval War College Review, Vol L, No4), 47.
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studi ed by the OWTS Wrking Goup of the Marine Corps
Warfighting Laboratory (MCW).® Utimtely, the MOW concl uded
that logistical air re-supply was the limting factor and
recommended a snaller force that is able to deliver simlar
operational effects. Thus, currently the MOW is concentrating
on conducting STOM at the Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU)
| evel .” The USMC typically depl oys as a conbi ned-arms Marine
Air-Gound Task Force (MAGIF) which is scal able and tail orable,
to the mission.® In this way the MEU woul d formthe MAGTF at
the battalion level. An exanple of such a force is the
Expeditionary Strike Goup (ESG, whose conceptual organization
was tested in Task Force 58 (TF58).°

It nust be noted that the nature of operations have
changed since 9/11, and the ensuing gl obal war agai nst
terrorismhas tended towards the depl oynent of smaller, nore
agile and lethal forces. |If this tendency continues, then
OWTS will be easier to execute. \Wether the trend continues
in this way, and certainly beyond the 2015+ tinefranme, is
conjecture. Utimtely, the requirenent to deliver a scal able,
tail ored, balanced force wll remain.

So why are force structures inportant to this debate? If

it is accepted that the USMC will need to accept snaller, nore

¢ The MCWL at the MCCDC in Quantico, VA serves as the conduit for operational reform in the USMC.
” Seminar CG # 1, Rodebough (3 September 2004).

8 US Marine Corps Concepts and Programs 2002, 17.

% TF58 was deployed as an ESG during Operation ENDURING FREEDOM.
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| ethal force structures, then it is possible to postul ate that
any ally capable of delivering a credible force fromits own
speci al i st anphi bi ous shi ppi ng woul d becone an attractive
option for the US to include as part of the canpaign plan.
Such a force can be offered by the European Anphi bi ous
Initiative (EAl), which is a flexible task-organized groupi ng
consi sting of anphibious shipping with an enbarked anphi bi ous
force scalable froma battalion to a three-brigade | evel and
supported by a Tailored Air Goup (TAG of air-lift assets.
Linked to this is the likely nature of the future
battlefield. 1In the past, interoperability in anphibious
operations was achieved by dividing up tasks (sectorization)
within the various anphi bi ous task groups and limting
boundari es of operation in order to de-conflict activity. This
approach clearly has the advantage of reducing the need for
cl ose coordi nati on anong assets of vastly different
capabilities and allows a nation to contribute to the
operation. The nature of contenporary operations recogni zes
non-linear battle space, much of which will be insecure, thus
limting the practice of sectorization. |f operational
maneuver wWithin the littoral, non-linear battle space is to be
achi eved, then all forces will need to be integrated fully into
the plan. In order for a force to be relevant in this

environment, it cannot operate only on the periphery.

12



Instead, it nmust denonstrate a conpl enentary interoperable
capability.'® However, the key will be to ensure that this

| evel of inter-operability is achieved with the ful

devel opnent of the ESG and the EAlI concepts and their
acconpanyi ng equi pnent prograns. So, howis the force structure

of the ESG presently organi zed?

Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG)
The ESG is a force concept that incorporates the

anphi bi ous capabilities of an Anphi bi ous Ready G oup (ARG wth
the increased capabilities of surface conbatants, a maritine
patrol aircraft, and submarine assets.'* At present, the ARG
i's conposed of three anphibious ships: an Amphi bi ous Assault
Shi p, an Anphi bi ous Pl atform Dock, and a Dock Landi ng Shi p.
The anphi bi ous ships formthe sea base for the enbarked | andi ng
force conplete with command and control facilities, their
| ogi stics, and STOW assets.

The ESG is a conponent of the |larger Expeditionary Strike
Force, which is conposed of the ESG a Carrier Strike G oup,
and i ndependent Surface Action G oups. The ESG in concert

with the other groups, will have “the ability to disperse

10 A contemporary example of operational interoperability is the integration of USMC units with the UK AF
during Operation TELIC in the Gulf where the US 15" MEU acted under operational command of 3 Cdo Bde
RM, which itself was under direct command of 1 MEF, in an operation to take the key southern Iragi city of
Basra and nearby oil fields.

1 See Appendix A.
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strike capabilities across a greater range of the force,

i ncreasing the striking power of the ARG "' The ESG concept

is not new In fact, during conflicts such as Operati on DESERT
STORM and Operati on ENDURI NG FREEDOM surface conbat ant ships
have usual ly provi ded defense or protection for the ARG The
ESG concept is thus an evolution of the Navy Expeditionary Task

Force introduced in the 1990’ s. 3

European Amphibious Initiative (EAI)
The EAI draws together those European nations with a

significant anphibious capability, France, Spain, Italy, the
Net her | ands, and the United Kingdom The |onger-termvision is
for EU anphi bious forces to be able to work together nore
coherently, thereby enabling nore rapid assenbly of a conbi ned
anphi bi ous force for NATO or EU-| ed operations, such as NATO
Response Force (NRF) or European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF)
operati ons. The anphi bi ous forces are anong the contributions
pl edged by EU countries to the ERRF in the Hel sinki Headline
Goal . * The EAl ains to coordi nate operational and

t echnol ogi cal devel opnents to inprove joint force integration,

force projection, and command and control. It strives to

12 John Pike, (2002), Expeditionary Strike Group (Global Security organization, 11/02).
13 p;

Pike.
% The, 5 Dec 2000, launched EAL is a result of the Helsinki European Council of Dec 1999 where EU
announced their European Security and Defense Initiative. The council adopted a Headline Goal defining the
repertory of force capabilities needed for EU-led operations, and launched the process of getting European states
to pledge national contributions to it.

14



create an architecture of cooperative EU anphi bi ous forces by
adapti ng and harnoni zing existing forces, planned capability
enhancenments, regul ar exerci ses, exchange of personnel, and
di scussi on of tactical concepts.'® Short-termgoals are the
trial of common Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and the
commonl y agreed command structure.!® After these goals are
acconpl i shed, the EAl establishes a planning capability and
identifies interoperable standards. The standardi zation and
conpatibility of command and control and equi pnent is
considered to be a long-termgoal, i.e. beyond 2011.

The EAlI | ays down a nunber of principles, which allow for
greater coll aboration.

Any future force nust be able to operate al ongside a

wi de range of allies and encourage the devel opnent of

anphi bi ous capability across EU. QOperational and

t echnol ogi cal devel opnents require harnoni zati on

across participants. And finally, the ability to

operate wi th US anphi bi ous forces nust be naintained

while inproving the ability of an independent EU force

to take part in nore demandi ng operations.
Furthernore, during the Madrid neeting in Novenber 2001 it was

agreed that a conmmon set of SOPs had to be devel oped by the

five nations, simlar to United Kingdom and Net herl ands

¥ Nicholas Fiorenza (2002), Euro Marines, European amphibious forces work together to improve their crisis-
response capabilities (Armed Forces Journal International, 4/02), 47.

'8 Short-term goals have to be reached at the end of 2006, medium-term goals at the end of 2011 and long-term
goals beyond 2011.

" Royal Marines Command Notes — HQRM.
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Anphi bi ous Force (UKNLAF)SOPs.'® In addition, |ead nations
wer e appoi nted to devel op those SOPs. !*

As characteristic in EU, an inportant part of the EAl is
the formati on of steering and working groups. These groups have
been set up to inplenment the EAl, and both the NATO and the EU
mlitary committees are kept informed.?® Steering and working
groups will al so enhance cooperati on anong EU anphi bi ous forces
t hrough cl oser |iaison, provision of guidance, identification
of joint training opportunities, exchange of information, and
facilitation of liaison officers. Participation is not limted
to the five original nenbers of the EAl; in fact, any EU nation
wi th an anphi bi ous anbition, no natter the size of this
anmbi tion, can participate in one of the working groups.

As a force, the EAl has the potential of a landing force
at divisional strength, i.e. three brigades. In 2006, the
anphi bi ous force will consist of two Landing Helicopter Docks,
one Landing Platform Helicopter, ten Landing Pl atform Docks,
four Landing Ship Docks, three Landing Ship Tanks and one

updat ed Landing Ship Logistic.?® Interesting to note is the

'8 The United Kingdom and Netherlands Amphibious Force (UKNL AF) was established on 9 May 1973 with
the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding by both nations and started a formation that was based on a
single doctrinal and operational understanding and therefore effective and fully operational. This unique
partnership has gone on to develop into the leading and only fully integrated European Amphibious Force in
existence.

¥ EAI working group, Madrid November 2001.

20 Fiorenza, 47.

2! See figure 2.
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fact that before that date the present “outdated” anphi bious
hel i copter force will be replaced by new and nore capabl e

medi um transport helicopters as the European NH90 and EH101. 22
A consi derable force, especially when one takes into account
the fact that before 2010, nore Landing Platform Docks will be

added as well as nulti-role aircraft carriers.?®

Figure 2: European Amphibious Initiative

22 Both SIAF and UKNLAF will operate the NH90 and EH101, France will operate their Puma and Cougar
transport helicopters (see Appendix B).

2% See Appendix B for a detailed overview of the organization structure, capabilities and
capital equipment of the EAI.
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Chapter 3 - TRAINING
The nexus of political interoperability is cultural inter-
operability, which is sinply defined as “commonality of mlitary
cul ture which has devel oped over decades of training and working

t oget her.”?

This is probably the area where interoperability is
nost devel oped anongst nul tinational defense alliances and
particularly between EU and the US. Bilateral exchange prograns,
mul ti nati onal headquarters, conbined exercises and training
wi thin the NATO arena have done nmuch to encourage the cross
pollination of standard policies and procedures. In terns of
political and cultural inter-operability, EUis well aligned with
the US. The inportance of these issue are recognized, and it is
the intent of this chapter to devel op these thenes further
concerni ng ESG and EAI training.

Through trial and error during the 1920’s and 1930’s, the
USMC cane to enbrace the concept of anphibious warfare. It
slow y gai ned the know edge and experience to prosecute
anphi bi ous assaults in conjunction with War Pl an ORANGE, should
world events require. Simlar to the 1920's and 1930’ s
experinmentation, today’'s anphibious nations nust continually

research ways to acconplish their mssion of landing a force on

a hostile shore. However, with the rise of a casualty aversion

! Van Rijn W.J.E. (1999), Interoperability — A Maritime Approach (Naval Forces, 4/99), 12.
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attitude in the western world, a plan for acconplishing this
task with | ow casualties is paranount. Throughout the 1920’ s,
1930's, and World War Il (WAN'I), training for and executing the
anphi bi ous assault reveal ed the US Navy | acked the necessary
technol ogy to successfully assault a defended beach. WA\ I
showed t hat opposed anphi bi ous assaults were extrenely costly
in both lives and equi pnment but offered inportant |essons for
the future. Commandant CGeneral Alfred Gay in 1988 initiated
di scussi on what Marines nust do today to prepare for tonorrow.
This |l ed the Navy and Marine planners to abandon the tactic of
frontal anphibious assaults and devel op the STOM doctrine and
necessary equi pment to make such a landing feasible, even if it
meant turning to the civilian market, as in the 1930's, to find
the correct solution. By transformng itself from an
anphi bi ous force into an expeditionary force, the USMC repl aced
the m ndset of assaulting fortified beaches with one of

avoi ding strong points in favor of penetrations in lightly

def ended ar eas.

The forward-deployed ESGwith its enbarked Landi ng Force
(LF) is a uniquely organi zed, trained and equi pped expeditionary
force that is inherently sustainable, flexible, responsive and
credible. The LF acconplishes this by providing four key

capabi lities: Anphibious Operations, Direct Action Qperations,
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Mlitary Operations OGther Than War, and Supporting Operations to
i nclude the introduction of followon forces.? The key to
providing this forward presence/crisis response capability is
speed. To plan and execute these m ssions, the LF undergoes an
extensi ve Pre-depl oynment Training Program (PTP) that is outlined
in Marine Corps Order 3502.3. “The MEU takes part in the PTP to
bui |l d upon and enhance its conventional maritime capabilities.”?
The PTP reinforces the devel opnent of the ARG MEU t eam by
provi di ng standardi zation in five major areas: doctrine,
or gani zati on, equi pnent, training, and procedures. During the
PTP, the LF undergoes the Special Operations Certification
Exercise (SOCEX). This exercise is an eval uation coordi nated by
the marine forces conmander and forns the basis for
certification of a LF as special operations capable.* It is the
successful acconplishnent of the required m ssions and
denonstration of required capabilities. The rigor of tine
constraints and nmultiple concurrent mssions also facilitates
the evaluation of the ARG MEU s execution of vectoring forces to
t he objective, Rapid Response Planning Process (R2P2), and
rel ated decision making cycle. The remainder of this chapter

will focus on the PTP as a capstone for the mssing-link of a

2 MCO 3120.9A (1997), 9.
3 MCO 3502.3 (1995), 2.
4 MCO 3502.3 (1995), 6.
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conbi ned training programw thin the EU anphi bi ous conmunity

(mul tinational units/staffs) of the EAI.

Wthin the EAl the individual nations are responsible for
the unit |evel readi ness and operational training. At present,
there is no integrated standardi zed training program available to
educate, integrate and train the EAl as a conbined force that
synchroni zes the processes fromthe intelligence gathering,
pl anni ng and deci si on nmaki ng process to the end result of
projecting the force to the objectives. There is no
certification process and the only platformwhere training is
executed, is during exercises.® This situation is not acceptable
and a way to change this for the future is to adopt a simlar
program as the PTP. Recognizing that mrroring a 26-week program
is not achievable within the EU structure, the EU solution w ||
have to be a realistic absolute mni mum based on the required
priority mssions the EAl will execute. A good starting point to
consi der the necessary core capabilities of an EU LF is to review
t he associated US M ssion Essential Task List (METL).

A historical review of US MEU participation in contingency
operations since the programis inception provides a good starting

poi nt for an exam nation of the continued rel evance of LF

> Exercise DESTINED GLORY 2002 was the first opportunity for all five EAl members to work together since the
initiative was launched. This annual NATO amphibious exercise is mostly conducted in the Mediterranean area.
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capabilities. Figure 3 provides an overvi ew of MEU operations

from Decenber 1983 to March 1999.°

Task Assigned Number of Operations

Anphi bi ous Wt hdrawal s 2
Supporting QOperations 7
Hunmani tari an Assi st ance/ Di saster 5
Rel i ef

Peace Qperations 7
Show of Force 10
NEO 9
Security Operations 3
Rei nf orcement Operati ons 1
TRAP 1
VBSS 1

Figure 3: overview of MEU operations from December 1983 to March 1999.

An exami nation of the operations conducted by the USMC s MEU s
shows an overwhelmng majority called for the MEU to conduct
conventional operations wth the majority of these being
carried out by the battalion-sized LF.

Only two direct action m ssions were conducted during this
period.” Qoviously the ability to performa task cannot be

di scarded sinply because it has not been used in recent history.

® This chart is a reproduction of data compiled by Headquarters Marine Corps PP&) (POE-70) as background
information for the FY00 MEU(SOC) Review.

" The first was a TRAP mission conducted on 8 June 1995 by the 24™ MEU(SOC) while participating in Operation
DENY FLIGHT. The other direct action mission was conducted by elements of the 31 MEU embarked aboard the
USS Dubugue and USS Germantown and included unopposed boarding operations of various ships in the Gulf.

22



Conversely, the analysis nust be focused on the capabilities that
we train for and be prepared to delete those capabilities that
are no longer relevant. Many factors nust be consi dered when
reviewi ng capabilities: the probability for the actual use of the
capability, redundancy (is the skill or capability available from
another ally), and the cost benefit relationship. The EAl should
provi de a forward depl oyed, flexible, sea-based LF. A LF capable
of rapidly executing Anmphibious Operations, designated Maritine
Special Operations, Mlitary Operations O her Than War, and
Supporting Operations to include enabling the introduction of
foll ow on forces. An overview of these, assuned EAl capabilities
and M ssion Essential Tasks is provided in figure 4 (see page

24) .8

8 Based on MCO 3120.9B (DRAFT), 9 October 2000.
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CORE CAPABILITIES MISSION ESSENTIAL TASKS

Anphi bi ous Operati ons Advance Force and Pre-Landing
QOperations with specialized units

Anphi bi ous Rai d
Anphi bi ous Denopnstration

Anphi bi ous W t hdr awal

Maritime Special Operations Direct Action Operations

Sei zure/ Recovery of O fshore
Energy Facilities

Visit, Board, Search and
Sei zure QOperations (VBSS)

Tactical Recovery of Aircraft
And Personnel (TRAP)

Mlitary Operations Other Than War Peacekeepi ng and Peace Enforcenent
(Limted) Security Cperations
Non- Conmbat ant Evacuati on Operations

Humani t ari an Assi st ance /
Di saster Reli ef

Supporting Operations Tactical Deception Operations
Fire Support Pl anning

(Limted) Coordination, and Control in
a Joi nt/ Conbi ned Envi ronment

Airfield / Port Seizure
Enabl i ng Operations

Provide (limted) Command, Control,
Conmuni cati ons, and Conputers (C4)

Anti-Terrorism

Rapi d Response Pl anni ng Process

Figure 4: chart envisioned EAl capabilities and Mission Essential Tasks.

“WIIlingness to enbrace change is one of the US Marines’ greatest

strengths.”® According to the 30'" USMC Commandant, “We will study

® ALMAR 023/99, 10.
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our MAGTF training prograns to determ ne whether we are preparing
for the right nunber and type of missions.”?0

Peacekeepi ng operations, Humanitarian Assi stance/ Di saster
Relief, and NEO s account for nearly 60% of the contingency
operations conducted by expeditionary anphibious forces. Again,
we cannot di scount the need to train for a basic skill
capability sinply because it has not been required in recent

hi story. At sone point, given limted training tine and assets,
the EAl nust focus training on the nost |likely and rel evant
capabilities and tasks.

In order to manage a “structured” European Anphi bi ous
Trai ni ng Program ( EUATP) and rel evant capability schedul e, an
Eur opean Anphi bi ous Trai ning Branch (EUATB) that devel ops,
organi zes, and certifies the readiness training for the EAl
partici pants shoul d be established. This training branch
should initially serve two basic functions that are crucial to
t he organi zation of the EUATP. First, the EUATB woul d di scuss
wi th EAl nations, designated battle staff(s), and
representatives to determne the capabilities, tasks, and
inplied skills the individual nations would |ike to see
enphasi zed. Via this nethod, the EUATB woul d custom ze the
trai ni ng nodul es. Second, the EUATB woul d draft the specific

training plan for a LF based on the input fromthe (bi)nationa

10 ALMAR 023/99, 10.
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iaison sections (UKNLAF, SIAF, and French AF) and the inputs
of the EAl Battle Staff(s). The EUATB woul d be responsible for
mai ntaining a training balance commensurate with the EA
capabilities advertised in the EU Strategy and Defense Policy.
The EAlI reflects the anbition to beconme one of the prem er
forward depl oyed tools the EU can offer to NATO, an US
Conmbat ant Commander or for EU- |l ed operations for the nyriad of
conflicts that may arise. However, the way we prepare the EU
anphi bi ous forces for these deploynents has to inprove
dramatically and has to be structurally re-organized. The US
PTP provi des an excell ent exanple how EU can develop its
expedi ti onary anphi bious training. EU owes its marines,
sailors, and soldiers the best possible preparation for the

chal l enges they will actually face.
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Chapter 4 - EQUIPMENT

Operational /technical interoperability of equi pnent
arguably is the nost difficult to achieve. Here the interface
bet ween operational capabilities and technical enablers offers
cooperation between coalition partners and “deterni nes whet her
units fromdifferent countries operating together can conplete
a mssion.”! Difficulties with US and EU technical inter-
operability were for exanple highlighted during Operation
ALLI ED FORCE when the nost technically advanced of Anmerica’s
NATO al lies could not operate air units with US air, adding
firmevidence of a widening technical gap. As a direct result
of the Kosovo canpai gn, NATO concluded that “it is critical for
international mlitary operations to have interoperable
t echnol ogy. ” 2

This is probably a difficult area to get right for three
reasons. First, nations’ political and economc interests are
reflected in their differing national procurenent strategies.
They must, therefore, reconcile the maintenance of their own
def ense-industrial base and m nim ze buying foreign equipnents,
which ultimately influences their ability and desire to invest
in common equi pnents. Second, the conplexities of the

contenporary security environnment have, in recent years,

1
Gause , 4.
2 Book E.G. (2002), Are Europeans Willing to Invest in Interoperability? (National Defense, Vol 87, 589), 2.
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resulted in ad hoc “coalitions of the willing” being fornmed by
untraditional alliance partners who do not have experience of
wor ki ng together, a practice that has thus exacerbated inter-
operability problens. Finally, the astronom cal cost of

devel opi ng equi pnent prograns, particularly C4l STAR syst ens,
partly expl ains the w dening technol ogy gap between the US and
its allies.

At this point, it is worth nmentioning the scale of inter-
operability. A force integrating at the operational |evel may
be aut ononous, and the mninum | evel of interoperability may be
limted to higher conmand and i nformati on systens. Conversely,
the lower the level of integration, the greater the need for
nore extensive and detail ed arrangenents. At this |evel,
interoperability could refer to common anmunition, spares,
fuel, and nmi ntenance of common equi pnent. Cenerally, this
seanl ess level of tactical inter-operability is probably
unrealistic and arguably not necessary. Interoperability wl]l
never be perfect and, instead, a balance in spending is
required to achi eve acceptable | evels of interoperability by
sensi bl e neasures in design, procurement and force structures.?
The US is aggressively pursuing new technol ogies to enhance its

intelligence, information, conmunications, nmobility, logistic

® Cobbold R. (1997), A Joint Maritime-Based Expeditionary Capability (RUSI Journal), 27.
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and fire support systens so that it can conduct OWTS

effectively within the next 5 to 10 years.

To optim ze the ESG in the concept of EMAN the anphibi ous
force has to be able to project power ashore via STOM To
realize this, key equi pment progranms have been identified and
termed the “Anphibious Triad”. This triad on which the Marine
Corps is building its future anphibious capability, the
Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV), the Landing Craft Air
Cushi oned (LCAC), and the Osprey MV-22 Tilt-rotor aircraft (M-
22) wll be very expensive. The new equi pnments enhance current
mlitary capabilities by “extending the littoral battle space”
but do not provide a revolutionary new capability in the EMNV
concept: “I can clearly say that neither system played any part
in the drafting of the concept paper. |Indeed, | fought |ong
and hard to retain the wording that said sonething |ike: OWTS

does not depend on new equi prent.”*

So, what are the inplications of all this new technol ogy
for EU and for the EAI? First, the EU concl udes that doctrina
concepts should not necessarily rely on new equi pnents, which,
shoul d those systens fail to nmaterialize, signal its premature

end.® Second, if the forner point is accepted, it should be

* Interview with Major B. Gudmundsson USMC (Ret.) by Major Hayes on 31 January 2003.
5 -
Oliver, 46.
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possi ble to execute the concept in alimted way with current
equi pnents. Finally, if new US equi pnents do not reflect a
revol utionary change in capability, then nore resource-
constrained allies, such as EU, should be able to purse a
simlar concept with nore affordable systens. As the
maneuveri st approach applied to the | and environnment does not
depend on any particular tank or aircraft, neither should it
rely on specialist equipnments when applied fromthe sea.

Nonet hel ess, EU cannot afford to stand still, and shoul d
invest in key enabling equi pnment to inprove current
capabilities. The new equiprments will need to increase tenpo
and conpl enent US expeditionary anphi bious interoperability.
Any reductions in tenpo as a result of the coalition could
result in loss of battlefield synchronization, wth
consequential increases in nmaterial and human costs and
possible | oss of political resolve.® To that end, what
enhancenents are envisaged for the EAl and how do they
contribute to EWUS interoperability?

At present nost equi pnent of the EAl is inconpatible,
notably in the conplex area of anphi bi ous specialized shi pping,
STOM assets, logistics, and Command & I nformation Systens (ClS)

where conpatibility is essential for unity of conmand, unity of

¢ www.randd.org/publications/MR/MR1235/MR1235 , chapter 2.
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effort, and mutual support.’ Currently, even sinple things such
as docks and landing craft, single fuel concept, pallet system
or CS for all EU anphi bious forces differ radically. Here the
ol d probl em of EU defense industry shows its face: devel oping
common EU def ense equi pnent only gets support as long as this
devel opment will result in orders for the national industry.

| f the EAl adopts nodern anphi bi ous doctrine such as EMN
current EAl forces al so show a serious equipnment shortfall. EAI
| acks integrated (satcom data/secure) CIS facilities, STOM
assets and, especially, its own air. The EAl forces generally
have little aircraft deck space and no escort or offensive air
to speak of. EMW assunes a large air portion to anphi bi ous
operations, especially since distances from ships to objective
are getting larger and larger in the OTH concept. This
requi renent for air assets neans that the EAl will have to fal
back on its allies or sister services, which will not
contribute to intensive integrated training and anphi bi ous

mat erial conpatibility.

EU has ainmed to build its own anphibious forces.® In
Novenber 1998, the Spanish-Italian Anphibi ous Force (SIAF) was

established. It conprises a battalion group fromeach nation

’ See Appendix C for EAI Platforms Capability Matrix.
8 See Appendix B.
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and new speci alized shipping. Spain is currently building up

i ts anphi bi ous capability (including the possible use of nmedi um
to heavy-lift hovercraft and the 25,200-ton nultipurpose
anphi bi ous assault ship to be delivered in 2008) to becone the
nost powerful Mediterranean country in this respect. There is no
doubt that Spain is “ready and obliged to take on a greater

defense role.”®

SI AF has now two Spanish and three Italian
Landi ng Pl atform Dock (LPD), two Spani sh Landi ng Shi ps Tank
(LST), and the Italian carrier Garibaldil fitted as fleet
fl agshi p and equi pped for joint task force command and control.
Italy has considered the procurenent of a fourth San Marco-cl ass
LPD, but the Naval Staff now favors the acquisition of a |arger
mul ti-role ship conbining both fixed wing carrier aviation and
anphi bi ous capabilities. This ship, the Andrea Doria, w ||
enter service in 2007.1°

The European Maritinme Force (EUROVARFOR) is a maritine task
group, with elenments from France, Spain, Italy and Portugal
Al though an on-call maritine joint force and not an anphi bi ous
force, it could support a landing force as surface conbatants

for operations in the European Southern region.! Fromthe four

participating nations, only Portugal has a very

° Ewen Southby-Tailyour, Jane’s; Amphibious and Special Forces. (Coulsdon: Sentinel House, 2004), 604.
19 Southby-Tailyour, 326.

Grimes, Vincent, Richard Scott & Mike Wells (1997), Amphibious Advancement (Jane’s Navy International
Vol. 102, 9/97), 32.
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limted anphi bi ous capability of one vintage Landing Craft Tank
(LCT), capable of carrying 350 tons. However, this wll change
with Portugal’s procurenment of an Enforcer type LPD, which wll
increase its anphibious lift capacity significantly.??

France’ s anphi bi ous fleet and capability is able to conduct
and support expeditionary warfare anywhere she |ikes.®® Her
anphi bi ous shipping is capable of lifting a brigade-size force.
Her four LPDs could be escorted, if necessary, by an aircraft
carrier in the Landing Platform Helicopter (LPH) -role. The
hel i copter plays an inportant role in current French
expedi tionary doctrine. French MOD has proposed two 20, 000-ton
LHDs, each capable of carrying 16 mediumlift helicopters and
four landing craft to | and vehicles and heavy equi pment.?* Both
LHDs will replace the two older LPDs FS Orage and FS Ouragan.

The UKNLAF is recognized as the benchmark for anphi bi ous
col l aboration and is a |ongstanding exanpl e within Europe.® At
present, the UKNLAF is the only anphi bi ous collaboration in
whi ch doctrine, equipnment, and comrand and control systens are
conpatible, and in which the force operates and functions as a

coordinated entity. What started with the integration of one

12 The Enforcer is Royal Schelde’s modular ships design.
13 See Appendix B.

 Southby-Tailyour, 200.

15 See Appendix B.
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troop of the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps (RNLMC) into a

Royal WMarine Conmando in 1973 grew to becone a brigade-size
force of four battalions or commando’s with conbat and | ogistic
support. The anphi bi ous shi pping consists of a LPH, three LPDs,
with a fourth to be conmm ssioned in 2007, and five Landi ng Ship
Logistic (LSL), soon to be replaced by four Bay-class Landing
Ship Dock (LSD). The Bay-class LSD is the nodul ar Enforcer type;
therefore, it resenbl es HNLM5 Rotterdam and the new Dutch LPD
Johan de Witt.

Al t hough t he anphi bi ous shipping within the EAl is
significant, it |acks a dedicated conmand and control platform
The chances of seeing such a ship in service appear nore than
renote. For the immediate future, the new LPDs will at | east
provi de a reasonable capability in this area.!® However, the
area of CIS interoperability is absolute worrying. The |evel of
US investnent in research and devel opnent of energing
capabilities in this area is vast and outstrips any other nation
inthis field.! The advantage in any conflict is seen to lie
i n advanced technol ogy, especially in areas of information
superiority. Information technology wll provide a near real-
time picture of the evolving conflict situation, allow ng

commanders to rapidly deploy lethal force at a high operationa

18 The new Dutch LPD Johan de Witt (in service 2007) will provide an enhanced CIS capability.
17 $48.7 billion was allocated in 2002 for R & D (10 times larger than that of NATO Europe).
www.rdmag.com/features.

34



tenpo to achieve operational effect. 1In essence, this is what
is neant by a Network Centric Warfare (NCW and is an essentia
el ement of EMW The US Joint Vision 2010 recognizes the reality
and inplications of technical change. Conversely, failure to
understand and adapt could lead today’s mlitaries into
premat ure obsol escence.® The area of technical C'S
interoperability is essential but conplex and w de-rangi ng,
t heref ore consi dered outside the scope of this paper.

Anot her contenporary area of weakness within the EAl is its
STOM capability.'® There are enough traditional |anding craft
avai |l abl e to conduct an ol d-fashi oned shi p-to-shore novenent,
but there is a huge |ack of fast surface lift, land nobility,
and aviation lift. This will affect not only the ability to
[ aunch the required force levels but also

restrict the capacity to support the force froma sea base. ?°

'8 US Joint Vision 2010, 11.

9 STOM translates in Dutch as ‘STUPID’ so maybe that is why this subject seems to be neglected.

20 On the UKNL side the Sea King medium transport helicopter is due to be replaced by the NH90 and the
Support Amphibious Battlefield Rotorcraft (SABR) in circa 2012.

35



In sum whilst it is recognized that the EAl will not have
comonal ity of equipnent with the ESG w th the notable
exception of the JSF, current and future devel opnents in the EAl
will help it deliver within the EMN concept and thereby remain
in step with the US in high intensity anphibi ous operations. It
i's not necessary, affordable, or even desirable for the EAl to
have identical equipnents to the US, so |ong as
forces are conplenentary and able to deliver decisive effects at
a conparabl e operational tenpo. The US al so nust ensure that
its technol ogical transformati on does not isolate it from
allies, forcing it only to operate unilaterally, wth far-
reachi ng consequences for all. “Over tine, it is hoped that the
exchange of information between allies wll hel p advance systens

i nteroperability.”?

Al reforms the EAl realizes within the EU anphi bi ous
col | aboration are clearly denonstrating the inportance pl aced
on expeditionary anphi bious forces and strategic sealift.
| mprovenents are nmade in capital equipnment such as anphi bi ous
shi ps, Command and I nformation Systens, and STOM assets to
proj ect and sustain an enbar ked anphi bi ous force, roughly
equi valent to an ESG Wth already credi bl e EAl anphi bi ous

packages in place, these inprovenents will result in a full

2 Gause, 17.
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operations capable, conpletely interoperable, and integrated EAl

by 2011.

Figure 5: Proposed French Mistral Class LHD
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Chapter 5- SUPPORT

In its sinplest sense, supportability means the degree to
whi ch various mlitary organi zations or individuals can aid the
cause, policy, or interests to achieve a comon goal, and, can
provi de standardi zation, integration and cooperation. This
definition includes political interoperability and cul tural
interoperability.? At the grand strategic level, political
interoperability is critical for coalition building and its
subsequent cohesion. It “defines why and how each country
conducts nmilitary operations.”?

At first glance, the Causew tzian dictumstating that
“war is not a nere act of policy but a true political
instrument, a continuation of political activity by other
means” suggests that states nust have simlar political
interests and values to serve in order to forma successf ul
coalition.® Although such simlarity may often be the case,
there will be times when nations’ political rationales for
engaging in hostilities vary. A contenporary exanple of this
was during the early deploynent of UK and US forces to the Gulf
in the spring of 2003.

It was clear here that the US was at |least aimng to

di sarm Saddam Hussein of WWD, but al so, robustly advocating a

! Gause, 3.
2 Gause, 4.
® Handel M., Masters of War: Classical Strategic Thought (Portland: Frank Cass, 1996), 68.
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regi me change in lraq and planning a canpaign to destroy his
regime. The EU was |less sure in this respect. Wile UK Prine
M nister Tony Blair stood shoul der to shoul der with Bush, the
UK Prime Mnister was, together with a few EU politica
| eaders, nore hawki sh on the issue of regine change. This
tends to indicate that it was to be in Britain s w der
political interest to maintain and strengthen the “Speci al
Rel ationshi p” by aligning itself with the US over this issue,
despite possible differing political objectives or EU vision.*
The US recogni zes this interdependence and is able to utilize
it accordingly, as was highlighted in the Washington Times: “it
remai ns in London’s best interest to | ook towards WAshi ngt on
and not Brussels in order to maximze its power.”®> At the
hi ghest |evel, therefore, nations nust be willing and able to
organi ze thensel ves to acconmpdate each other’s politica
interests if they are to formeffective coalitions and thereby
achieve political interoperability.

The nexus of political interoperability is cultural inter-
operability, which is sinply defined as: “comonality of
mlitary culture which had devel oped over decades of training

6

and working together.””> This is probably the area where

interoperability is nost devel oped anpbngst mnultinational

* “Why Britain will fight in Irag” (The Washington Times, 31 January 2003).
> Ibid.
¢ Van Rijn, 12.
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defense alliances and particularly between the EAl nations and
the US. Exchange prograns, nultinational headquarters,

conbi ned exercises and training within the NATO arena have done
much to encourage the cross pollination of standard policies
and procedures. While the inportance of these issue are

recogni zed, it is not the intent of this paper to devel op these

themes any further. Still the question remains is this
i mportant?
First, at the strategic level, if the coalition is going

to be mlitarily neaningful, then all contributors nust be able
to offer mlitary forces that are able to operate al ongside
each other and contribute effectively to the operational
objective. To take this point to its natural conclusion in the
case of the ESDP, having invested heavily in an expeditionary
anphi bi ous capability, the EAl nations would resent their
forces being regarded as only capabl e of conducting “second
order” tasks within a coalition.

This does not mean that the EAl has to mrror-inage the US
but it nust contribute in the arena of “high demand — | ow
density itens” such as mne clearing, Explosive O dnance
D sposal , advance force operations |ocating the required gaps
in the opponent’s coastal defense (recon- pull), shaping the

battl efield by conducting pre-landing operations and raids in
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order to enable the projection of US forces ashore, and conduct
anphi bi ous denonstrations as part of a deception plan.

Last, the integration of EAl forces in the US anphi bi ous
arena is going to be costly, whatever degree of integration
involved. This raises the question of political backing of the
EAl concept. Cost in this context refers to manpower as well
as finance. The need for a standi ng headquarters that can
organi ze units froma force pool into an effective anphibi ous
formati on requires permanent posting of highly trained and
t herefore scarce personnel. Finance is another subject to
consi der because the need to overcone the problens of materia
inconpatibility necessitates the expensive replacenent of
current capital equi pnent.

Manpower demands

After the signing of the EAl, the British Royal Marines
pronptly reorgani zed its headquarters and devel oped a
depl oyabl e “two-star headquarters” for EU anphi bi ous forces,
clearly denonstrating a willingness to provide the EAl with
mlitary |eadership.” It is not hard to imagine that for the
success of this headquarters all countries need to augnent it
wi th experienced “anphi biots”. These anphi bi ous-trai ned peopl e

are still rare in EU This fact forces countries to choose

7 Julian Lindley-French, (2002), Fighting Europe’s Wars The British Way: The European Politics Of British
Defense Doctrine (R.U.S.I. Journal, 4/02), 74 -76.
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bet ween hanging onto their people for national tasking, or
sending themto the standing staff and letting themplay a
vital role in the EAl process. At present the EAl nations can
generate three high readi ness (5-30 days) Anphi bi ous Forces
(AF) based around brigade-sized landing forces with a
sustainability rate of 10-30 days. These forces are the French
AF; the Spanish/ltalian AF (SIAF), and the United Kingdom &
Net herl ands AF (UKNLAF). The EAl generates a total AF of
approxi mately 15,000 nen with possibilities to task-organize in
di verse battl e-groups for specified anphibious mssions. A |ot
of work still awaits to fully integrate all the individual
national parts into a fully integrated, centrally comanded,
and conpati bl e anphi bi ous force. Notw thstanding the |ast
poi nt, the building blocks of the EAl (UKNLAF, SIAF, and the
French AF) are kept in high readi ness and can depl oy when
necessary.
Financial demands

To give the EAl a fair chance of success, nost of the
mat eri al probl ens have to be solved in the near future. EDSP
recently concluded that Europe shows a significant shortfall in

» 8

“strategic transport capabilities. Luckily, many EU navi es

plan to acquire new and nore conpati bl e anphi bi ous pl atformns.

& North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2002), Strengthening European Security And Defense Capabilities (NATO
fact sheets, December 2000), 23.
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The solution to the absence of a single CI'S and a conmon
| ogistic distribution systemfor the EAl is further away. The
UK's willingness to provide | eadership will probably not extend
to bearing the financial burden of devel opi ng these systens.
Such devel opments will inevitably need to be funded by all the
partners, which have other national obligations as well. The
denogr aphi cs of an agi ng European popul ati on do not bode wel |
for further defense expenditures, and donestic regional and
enpl oynent priorities in many states constrain governments from
novi ng away fromthe static land force structure of the Cold
War towards a lighter, nore nobile force. Pitted against these
priorities, which imediately influence national interests, in
EU t he defense budget often has a low priority despite the
political will to cooperate internationally.
Credibility

A lot of work has been done since the EAl has been
| aunched on 5 Decenber 2000. It will take tinme for the
Initiative to take full effect, but the participants aimto
progressively denonstrate i nprovenents in EU anphi bi ous
capability over the comng years. Wile a nunber of neetings
and sem nars of the EAl steering and working groups have been
abl e to make progress on nmany of the issues, the next key step
is to conduct |ive anphi bi ous exercises together. There is no

doubt that progress on the EAl has been slower than originally
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anticipated by the nation’s mnisters of defense, but this has
been due to the heavy comm tnment of the |anding forces (Iand
conponent of the anphibious force) in their “second-I|and-arny
role” to real world operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Al t hough frustrating for the Initiative, the reality that

mul ti - pur pose anphi bi ous forces continue to be at the forefront
of any (rapid) response force underlines the utility and the

need for supportability, of such capability.?®

Figure 6: UK Royal Marines in action in lraq

® Kujat, H., Chairman of the North Atlantic Military Committee, and Hagglund, G., Chairman of the EU Military
Committee in a written recommendation to the EAI, Dec 2003.
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CONCLUSION

The | ast decade has seen significant changes in the conduct
of warfare, and there is nothing to suggest that the next will be
any different. Wat is nore certain is that the EUw Il remain a
key ally of the US and that its nmenbers geo-strategic interests
w Il probably becone even nore aligned than at present, resulting
in the need for their forces to work closely together in the
future. If the fruits of this partnership are to be fully
realised, then it will be essential for all nations to ensure
their forces are interoperable. This paper has suggested that
interoperability between allies is not just |limted to
considering nutually conpatible technical equipnent, but instead,
i nvol ves a wi der explanation using the pillars of DOTES.

Doctrine is fundanental and requires nutual conceptual and
doctrinal interoperability, which sets the vision of how forces
intend to think and thereby intend to operate. Between the EAI
nati ons and US anphi bious forces this is probably the nost
devel oped area, with simlar thinking and devel opnent of
operational concepts that are largely conpatible; this bodes wel
for long-termconvergence. Fromthis start point, operationa
and technical interoperability can be devel oped, where concepts
can be turned fromthe art of the probable to the art of the

possi bl e.
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In an era of accelerating Organizational changes, due to
budget cuts and mlitary downsizing, the reformto efficient and
effective force structures that can be deployed rapidly is
necessary. However, the devel opnment of new concepts shoul d be
realistic and result in operational m ssions that are achi evabl e
and can be devel oped in contenporary training prograns and nutual
exerci ses.

At present, there is no integrated standardi zed Training
programto train the EAl as a conbined force, to synchronize the
intelligence gathering, planning, and decision maki ng process.
In addition, there is no certification process to validate
operational readiness and the only platformwhere training is
executed, is during exercises. The lack of training and
certification is not acceptable considering the fact that
training mlitary personnel and validation of readiness is
recogni zed as a key elenment of a professional force. This
situation should be corrected i medi ately.

Techni cal Equi pnent changes m ght be arguably the nost
difficult to achieve. The devel opnment of new concepts shoul d not
rest on expensive “pie-in-the-sky” equi pnents, which, should they
fail to materialise, signify disaster for the concept. Instead,
t he new approach should represent a change in “m ndset”
encour agi ng conmanders to think differently, to inprovise with

current capabilities and to remain flexible in order to apply the
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tenets of the maneuveri st approach to the littoral environnent.
Equal Iy, conplete comonal ity of equi pment between nations is
“ni rvana” and probably unachi evabl e for financial, donestic, and
political reasons. What is inportant is to have conpl enentary
capabilities allow ng m ssion execution at a conparabl e

oper ational tenpo.

Additionally political and cultural interoperability is
essential for the Supportability of a coalition to form and to
ensure its subsequent cohesion. The close political and cultura
ties of EU and the US have encouraged exchange progranms, mlitary
education prograns, and exercises |leading to a | arge degree of
assimlation and inprovenments to cultural interoperability.

Furthernore, the EAl nations do not need to match US
anphi bi ous forces in technical prowess, provided that they are
sufficiently capable to play on the sane team The EAl nations
are receiving significant enhancenents to its capabilities across
all areas that should neet this goal. 1In the realmof technica
interoperability, particularly in CS, a degree of pragnatism
will be required. It has been shown that the EAl nations are
moving in the right direction, but it is unrealistic to think
that they can keep up with US technol ogi cal innovation. |nstead,
practical solutions will be required to ensure technol ogi cal
probl ens are solved. Moreover, the US cannot afford to be

conpl acent and develop its technologies in isolation. |If the US
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wants, and needs, to work in a productive coalition, then it wll
need to neet its allies halfway. Sharing technol ogy, carefully
accepting a limted reduction in capability when the threat
al l ows, procuring equipnent in a consultative and col |l aborative
way will be the only way to inprove interoperability.

Utimately, failure to develop interoperability between its
allies will result in the US having to absorb the cost of
coalition interoperability shortfalls. The question renmains, how
much and for which allies, wIll the US be prepared to pay for
interoperability? The answer wi |l probably provide an indication
of the intent to which the US will wish to work within a
coalition and who the partners of choice are going to be.

The fact remains that the 5 current EAl nations |ack force
conformty, they differ in background and doctrine, and because
of industrial interests have inconpatible material. Although
full integration would be desirable, difficult demands from
different countries rule this possibility out. Perhaps the EAl
can produce, rather than one integrated anphibious force, a force
pool , el enents of which can be depl oyed under the standing UK
headquarters. Wether such a force pool wll enable the EAl to
del i ver a permanent European Anphi bi ous Ready Group, simlar to
the US ARGs or even an evolution further the US ESGs is doubtful.
The crux seens to be on whether the US wants to work with the

EAI, or nore inportantly, whether the US has the “wll” to nmake
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it happen? Based on political, cultural, and technol ogi cal
i nteroperability, handpi cked anphi bi ous forces of the EAl and
t heir proven consistency mght offer a valuable basis for a
coalition in future anphi bi ous operations. |In operations other-
t han-war, the Europeans wi ||l undeni ably augnent and enhance any
US-I ed anphi bi ous force; however, in high intensity operations
much will depend on the mssion. Utimtely, the USwill need to
assess the threat and if the benefits of working in a coalition
out wei gh the operational risks, then it will undoubtedly mtigate
agai nst any perceived weaknesses in interoperability. However,
if the risks outweigh the benefits, then the EAl will probably be
relegated to fulfil “second order” tasks. Essentially, the
extent to which the EAl is able to operate with the US will
depend on the US.

Notwi thstanding this, the EAl is transformng itself in a
i ntegrated, conpatible, and credible entity to ensure that it
beconmes rel evant to future anphibi ous operations around the
timeframe of 2011. Fromthis respect, it is possible to conclude
that, at |east for now, handpi cked anphi bi ous forces of the EAI
wi || undoubtedly continue to ensure that its [imted capability
is assessed as nore of an asset than a liability and guarantee
that it is able to operate the “American Way”, as the partner of

choi ce, alongside the ESG for any future anphi bi ous operation.
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Appendi x A
EXPEDITIONARY STRIKE GROUP
At present, the standard Anphi bi ous Ready G oup (ARG is conposed
of three anphi bi ous ships: an Anphi bi ous Assault Ship (LHA LHD), an
Amphi bi ous Pl atform Dock (LPD), and a Dock Landing Ship (LSD). The
anphi bi ous ships formthe sea base for the enbarked | anding force

conplete with conmand and control facilities, their |ogistics, and

STOM asset s.

LCU RHIB

Figure A-1: Standard Amphibious Ready Group
The standard ARG has either a Tarawa-class (LHA-1) or a Wasp-

class (LHD-1). The Tarawa-cl ass has helicopter, vertical /
short take off (V/ STCOL) and vertical take-off and | anding
(VTQL) capability. Its well deck handl es both Landing Craft
Air Cushion (LCAC) and conventional |anding craft such as the
Landing Craft Utility (LCU). It enbarks 1,713 troops, store
105, 900 cubic feet of cargo and ammunition, and 25,400 square

feet for vehicles. This ship or the assigned LHD is the
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command center of the present ARG The Wasp-class is the newer
and i nproved version of the LHA. While both classes of ships
possess simlar mssions and capabilities, the Wasp-class
possesses expanded command and control systens and nedi cal
facilities. The Wasp- class can enbark 1,892 troops and has
storage capacity for 125,000 cubic feet of cargo and

ammuni tion and up to 22,900 square feet for vehicles.

The Anphi bi ous Transport Dock Ship is the Austin-class
LPD. The Austin-class’ purpose is to transport and |and troops
and equi prent by landing craft, Anmphibious Assault Vehicles
(AAV), and helicopters. The Austin-class (LPD-4) has an
additional ability to function as the primary control ship
(PCS) for waterborne ship to shore novenent. It has the
capability to enbark 788 troops and has 38, 300 cubic feet for
cargo and ammunition and 11, 800 square feet for vehicles. It
can al so operate a variety of helicopter and AV-8 fixed w ng
aircraft.

The Dock Landing Ship cones in two variants, the Whidbey
Island (LSD-41) and the Harper’s Ferry (LSD-49). This class
ship is primarily designed to support |andings using LCAC but
al so has the ability to operate helicopters and conventi onal
| anding craft. Its capacity to enbark four LCAC is the |argest
of any Navy platform The LSD-41 class can enbark 454 troops
and has 5,100 cubic feet for cargo and anmunition and 13, 500

square feet for vehicles. Wiile both ships can serve a primary
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control ship, the major difference in the two variants is the
LSD- 49 class has a reduced well deck area that only has the
capacity for two LCAC but the storage area for cargo and
ammunition is increased to 50,700 cubic feet and 16,900 square
feet for vehicles.

The structure of the ESG adds three surface conbatants, a
maritime patrol aircraft, and a submarine to the existing ARG
shi ps. The surface conbatants include an Aegis-class Crui ser, an

Aegis-cl ass Destroyer and a Perry-class Frigate.

DDG-51 CG-47 FFG-7

86
RRRAQ

688

Figure A-2: Surface combatants and submarine ESG

The addition of these assets significantly increases the
operational reach of the ARG which currently possesses only a
limted defensive ability. The two Aegis-cl ass ships, the Cruiser
and Destroyer, provide air defense, strike, anti-surface warfare,
and anti-submarine warfare capabilities.? The assigned Perry-class

frigate al so provide anti-air, anti-surface, and anti-submarine

! Steve Richter, Commander,USN (2002), A new idea for a new world (Surface Warfare, Fall 2002), 14 -19.
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warfare capabilities, but has no stri ke weapons. The key to this
ESG configuration is the significant increase to operational conbat
power. As a force, the ESGw ||l have the foll ow ng operationa
capabilities:

Weapons - Air Defense Engagenents: 30, GQuns (76MM or greater): 4,
Acoustic Arrays: 3.

Aviation - Fixed Wng Aircraft: 6, Strike sorties/day: 18, Attack
helicopters (AH1): 4, Attack sorties/day: 19, Transport helicopters
(UH1/46/53): 20.

AV8B Harrier CH53 CH46
Figure A-3: Fixed wing and helicopters ESG

ISR - Crypto logic ESM 6, Airborne Search Radar: 2-4, 3-D Air
Search: 3.
MIO - Conpliant/ Non-conpliant: 7, Non-conpliant/Qpposed: 2-5, SOF
Capability, SEAL Pl atoons: 1-4, Force RECON PLT: 1, NSWRH B
Det achments: 1-2.°2
Each of these assets performdistinctive functions and
m ssions. The Landing Craft Detachnent and Special Boat Unit
(LCACs), allows troops to be rapidly transported to any area
of responsibility and conduct anphi bious |andings wth
enbarked | anding craft in extensive littoral areas around the
worl d. Next, Naval Special Warfare forces enbarked in

anphi bi ous shi ppi ng provi de special warfare capabilities to

the theater conmander but also to the ARG This force can

2 Marcus Fisk, Captain USN. “Expeditionary Strike Force Concept. From...the Sea. The power of Team” brief presented at
U.S. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, Quantico, 12 March 2002.
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provide intelligence, surveillance, and reconnai ssance in
support of anphi bi ous operations or conduct independent covert
operations. Thirdly, the Tactical Air Control Squadron enbarks
upon the anphi bi ous shipping to provide air traffic control
and vectoring of aircraft in the Anphibious Objective Area
(AQA) airspace. A Helicopter Control Detachnent is assigned
to assist with aircraft control and air space de-confliction.
Anot her detachment is the expl osive ordnance di sposa
detachnment. This detachment is used to clear beach obstacles,
and neutralize and detect mnes. Finally, the Anphibi ous Beach
Unit conbined with elenents of the construction Battalion (Sea
Bees) are capable of performing traffic direction for vehicles
at a landing site, clear paths for vehicles and | anding craft,
and nost inportantly, provide inval uable construction
capabilities ashore. Additional to the capabilities provided
by the naval assets, the Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) al so
brings significant capabilities and assets. These capabilities
and assets include: a Cormand El enment (Command / Control),
Battal i on Landing Team (the | andi ng force supported by
artillery, tanks, Light Arnored Reconnai ssance Vehicl es,
Amphi bi ous Assault Vehicles, etc.), Ar Conbat Elenent (troop
lift, command / control, attack helicopters, and Harriers),
Conbat Service Support Elenment (logistics, transport,

medi cal ), and the Marine Special Purpose Force.?3

% Brooks R. Brewington, Col USMC. “MEU(SOC) overview” brief presented at U.S. Marine Corps Command and Staff
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Landing Force Capabilities — Battalion Landing Force: 2,300, Tanks:
4, Light Arnored Vehicles: 16, AAV: 15, CRIC 20, Artillery (155m):
6.

LAR

Figure A-4: LF capabilities ESG

These capabilities allow the marines to operate as a Marine Air
Ground Task Force (MAGTF) within the concept of the Single-Battle,

and a capability to conplete a wi de range of (standardi zed) ni ssions.

Figure A-5: MAGTF Single-Battle Concept

College, Quantico, 28 January 2005.
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It needs no further explanation that by enpl oying the ESG
concept, the US Navy-Marine Corps Teamsignificantly increases its
operational reach throughout the world.* The ESG offers an increased
operational agility and offensive capability, inproved maritine
interdiction, surveillance, undersea warfare, anti-air defense,

i nproved force defense, and force protection capability (Sea Shield),
expanded | anding force and special warfare basing (delivery & entry
fromthe Sea Base), and enhanced intelligence gathering network,
Naval Surface Fire Support, and Strike Warfare (Sea Strike). The key
to ESG success, and adaptation of the concept by EU allies, wll be
the validation of the significant increase to operational conbat
power and integrating these capabilities to enhance the anphi bi ous

expedi ti onary power projection.

Figure A-6: ESG in line with SEA POWER 21

The Navy- Marine Corps team brings significant warfighting
capabilities to the ESG The ‘big deck’ anphi bi ous assault

ship classes, LHAs and LHDs, the center pieces of the ESG are

* Brewington.
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fl agshi p-configured and have the requisite conmand and contro
spaces with significant connectivity bandw dth and
capabilities. Wth excellent radar sensors, link
interoperability, enbarked intelligence and cryptol ogi c assets,
and the cooperative engagenent capability, these ships have the
potential to participate in a ForceNet-type ‘networked and

di stri buted conbat force.

The ESG concept is a powerful force nultiplier. Unbiased
experimentation and thorough anal yses of |essons learned will help
create revol utionary change to expeditionary naval and anphi bi ous
operations in the opening decades of this century. ESGs offer a neans
to ensure a fully capable, flexible, and gl obal naval presence wth

capabilities for power projection fromthe sea.
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Appendi x B

EUROPEAN AMPHIBIOUS INITIATIVE

I n Decenber 2000, Spain, Italy, France, the Netherlands, and
the United Kingdom | aunched t he European Amphibious Initiative
(EAl') to inmprove their capabilities in the anphibious area in
accordance with NATO s Defense Capabilities Initiative. In the
light of this Initiative the EAl seenmed only a |l ogical step
forward and EU countri es have undertaken projects to inprove

t hei r anphi bi ous capabilities, both unilaterally and
cooperatively.

Spanish-Italian Amphibious Force

One of the co-operations is the Spanish-Italian Anphibi ous
Force (SIAF), established in Novenber 1998. SIAF is a brigade-
sized force, which conprises of a battalion group from each
nati on and new speci alized shipping. Spain is currently
bui l ding up its anphi bi ous capability (including the possible
use of nediumto heavy-lift hovercraft and the proposed 25, 200
tons mul ti-purpose anphi bi ous assault ship to be delivered in
2008). SIAF has at the nonent two Spanish and three Italian
Landi ng Pl atform Dock (LPD) and two Spani sh Landi ng Ship Tank
(LST) next to that the carrier Garribaldi is fitted as Fl eet

Fl agship and is equi pped for Joint Task Force Command and
Control. Italy has considered the procurement of a fourth San
Georgio-cl ass LPD, but the Naval Staff now favors the

acquisition of a larger nmulti-role ship conbining both fixed
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wi ng carrier aviation and anphi bi ous capabilities. This ship,

Andrea Doria, will enter service in 2007

Work In
Progress

our recomntruction

Galicia Class LPD Newport Class LST ) )
Multi Purpose Aslt Ship

|
BB

-

g e

Garribaldi Class San Georgio Class LPD Luigi Einaudi Class LHA

LCM8

Figure B-1: SIAF Amphibious shipping and surface capability

SIAF Aviation — Fixed Wng Aircraft: AV8B Harrier, Attack/
Recce helicopters: AB-212, Transport helicopters: SH 3D

SH-3D AB-212

AV8B Harrier

Figure B-2: SIAF fixed wing and helicopters

SIAF Landing Force Capabilities — Brigade (m nus) Landing
Force: 2,300, Tanks: 4, Supercat and Barchi ni Vehicles: 16,
AAV: 12-24, nortars Bty(120m), Towed Bty Artillery (105m).

! Southby-Tailyour, 326.
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RCC — Barchini AT vehicles TOW Supercat

Figure B-3: SIAF LF capabilities

France’s Amphibious Force
France’s anphi bious fleet and capability is able to conduct

and support expeditionary warfare anywhere she |likes. The
anphi bi ous shipping is capable to lift a brigade size force.
Her four LPDs could be joint, if necessary by an aircraft-
carrier in the Landing Platform Helicopter (LPH)-role. The
hel i copter plays an inportant role in French expeditionary
doctrine, this is enphasized by the two proposed 20,000 ton
Landi ng Hel i copter Dock (LHD), each of which will be capable
of carrying 16 nmediumlift helicopters and four |anding craft

to land vehicles and heavy equi pment?. Both LHDs will replace

the two ol der LPDs FS Orage and FS Ouragan.




Mistral Class LHD

FS Foudre Class TCD FS Ouragan Class LPD

& o =

Baltral Type LST EDIC LCT LCU

Figure B-4: French Amphibious shipping

France Aviation - Fixed Wng Aircraft:, Attack/Recce
hel i copters: Gazelle, Transport helicopters: Cougar/Puna.

Puma

Figure B-5: French Fixed wing and helicopters

A twi nning agreenent was signed in 1995 between 3 Conmando
Bri gade Royal Marines and the French 9ene Division d Infantrie
de Marine, which is the anphibious, light-arnored el enent of

the French rapid reaction force.?

® Southby-Tailyour, 40.
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France Landing Force Capabilities — Bri gade Landi ng Force:
2,300, Tanks: AMX10, Arnored Vehicles: AMX13, Mrtar Regt
(120mMm), Artillery Regt(155nm).

AMX13 APC
S

Mortar Bty 120mm Arty Bty 155mm

Figure B-6: French LF capabilities

United Kingdom and Netherlands Amphibious Force
The third co-operation within the EAl is the United Ki ngdom

and Net herl ands Anphi bi ous Force (UKNLAF). The UKNLAF was
established on 9 May 1973 with the signing of the Menorandum
of Understanding by both nations and started a formation that
was based on a single doctrinal and operational understanding
and therefore effective and fully operational. This force,

t he UKNLAF, is recognized as the benchmark for anphi bi ous

col l aboration and is a | ongstandi ng exanple within Europe. It
grew to becone a brigade-size force of four battalions or
conmando’ s and its conbat and | ogistic support. The anphi bi ous
shi ppi ng consists of a Landing Platform Helicopter (LPH)

three LPDs, with a fourth to be conm ssioned in 2007, and five
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Landi ng Ship Logistic (LSL), soon to be replaced by four Bay-
cl ass Landing Ship Dock (LSD). The Bay-class LSD is the

nmodul ar Enforcer type, therefore it has a |lot of resenbl ance
with HNLMS Rotterdam and the new Dutch LPD, Johan de Witt. The
nmodul ar Enforcer-concept enabled the UK to shift fromthe
service life extension programfor the 30-year old LSLs to the
procurenment of new built ships in a very short tine, when it
became evident that the programwould cost too nmuch.* While

t he UK brought the blueprints for their new LSDs fromthe

Net her |l ands, the Dutch consider to buy either the blueprint or

the British Landing Craft Vehicle and Personnel (LCVP) Mark V

itself, to replace her old LCVPs.

Ocean Class LPH Fearless Class LPD LPD(R)

Figure B-7: UKNL Amphibious shipping (part 1)

# Joris Janssen Lok & Richard Scott (2002), Amphibious lift bound by a common thread (Jane’s Navy
International, 1/02), 64.
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LCVP UK

Rotterdam Class LPD LCU NL LCVP NL

Figure B-7: UKNL Amphibious shipping (continued)

UKNL Aviation - Fixed Wng Aircraft: AV8B Harrier, Attack/
Recce helicopters: Lynx and Gazelle, Transport helicopters:
SK/ CH47 (future: NHO0/EH101/ FASH SABR) .

SK Mk1V

Lynx TOW Gazelle

WAHG4D

Figure B-8: UKNL Fixed wing and helicopters
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UKNL Landing Force Capabilities — Brigade Landi ng Force:
2,300, Light Arnored Anphibious Vehicles: Viking and Patri a,
nortar Battery (120mm): 6, Artillery (105nm: 6.

S

Mortar Bty 120mm

Patria NL Arty Bty 105mm

Figure B-9: UKNL LF capabilities

As a force, the EAl has the potential of a |anding force at

di visional strength. In 2006, the EU anphi bious force will
consi st of two Landing Helicopter Docks, one Landing Pl atform
Hel i copter, ten Landing Pl atform Docks, four Landing Ship
Docks, three Landing Ship Tanks and one updated Landi ng Ship
Logistic. A considerable force, especially when one takes
into account the fact that before 2010, nore Landing Platform
Docks will be added as well as nulti-role aircraft carriers,
and that the ‘outdated anphibious helicopter force will be

repl aced by new and nore capabl e nediumtransport helicopters.
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Appendix C

EAI Platforms Capability Matrix
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Appendix C

EATI Platforms Capability Matrix

San Giusto LPD 14 | BowBn | BS00 1000 100 | 330 |zouan| 82 1000 3 Sk, Gaz, Lynx | 3x.CM, 3d.CVP
TRERE T i NH 90,EH 101 1L.CPL
San Glorgio LPD 14 | Boamn | 8500 800 100 | 330 |zowe;m| 250 993 5 Sk, Gaz, Lynx | oM, 14cPL

NHEO0EH 101 |  2+1wcve
PAIN
Galicia LPD 12 Bn 7,500 2570 375 | 615 275.5 | 1,139.60 4 Sk, Gaz, Lynx 4xLCM-8
SRR g NH 90, EH 101
Castilla LPD - 12 Bde 7.500 2570 375 | 7680 260 | 1,089.00 4 Sk, Gaz, Lynx 4xLCM-8
I L NH 80, EH 101
Pizamo. LST 12 N 18,000 | 2000 431 | 45 | 68 |1,387.38 23 CH-46, AB 212 2xLCPL
o e SHaD
Corles LST 12 N 18,000 | 2000 431 | 45 68 |1,387.38 23 CH-46, AB 212 2 x LCPL
SH3D
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